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In September 1991, the superintendent of a midwestern 
suburban school district authorized a survey to investigate the 
factors influencing parental school or program choice. Of 900 surveys 
sent to equal proportions of parents of high school students, fourth- 
and fifth-graders, and kindergarten-aged students, 250 usable replies 
were returned. The survey was divided into an opinion survey and a 
study of parent decisions in selecting schools for their children. 
The majority of respondencs were aware of a choice policy, but 46 
percent claimed they were unaware. When asked if parents should have 
a choice of any school, 87 percent answered affirmatively; when asked 
if students from other districts should attend schools in this 
district, only 37 percent said "yes." When asked if they would choose 
another district school, only 22 percent responded affirmatively. 
When considering the relative importance of 12 factors used in the 
1990 "Phi Delta Kappan" pool, parents chose student body grades or 
test scores, student body racial or ethnic composition, and proximity 
to home as the three most important selection factors. These results 
contradict the "Kappan" survey's findings concerning the primary 
iinportance of teaching staff quality, maintenance of student 
discipline, and curriculum. Midwestern parents' survey responses 
imply a difference between parents* philosophical feelings and the 
choices they actually make. While they want choice, they were 
unlikely to use it. Reasons and implications are discussed. (MLH) 
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Eiecun»f ['"'ITlrT 
On October 25, 1991 two members of th. i„ , . 
research team met „lth scho„, h. ^''"^-'■l- state University 

a etu.. Of pare! '° --'"1". 

y t parental involvement in the choice nf c^v, , 

..... ,.,,...„ ... : " :.:;:rT 
.. ::::::: ;:::rLr:r : ;:.:::r - 

February, 1992. One third nf ^ 

replies had been received WhilP "'^^^^ 

ceivea. While the response was somewhat low ^^- ^ 
inconsistent with other surveys of oaren^ . 

TK. ^ ^"'^ conducted in school districts 

The survey was divided into two parts- an on^ . 
parent decisions in sel..^. . " '"'""^ ""^ " ^^"^^ °f 

revealed that a ma o ^ ^ """^^ "^^"^^ 

process of develop n . h^^"" ^^^^ ^"^^^ " 

~ -VtrrnTaw^r ^ :;r-- — 

have a choice of any school 87. . ''^^^'^ 

any bcnooi, 87% answered "ves " th<« ^ i^ 

national studies have found The . duplicates what most 

nave tound. The next question dealt with sfuH^n^o ^ 
school districts fli-i-p„^^ . students from other 

stricts attending schools in this district. Only 37% of th. 

answered yes and some of these vp, 

oumc ar tnese yes responses were rnnH<i.j 
needs. conditioned on special 

-oo/i::::" ::: :r " - 

ftricu Only 22% responded with a "yes Thl« .r, 
"yes" resnnnc^ ^ ^ approximates the 28% 

aealt .Itb cbo o^ 2^ °^ - -atlon 

^ing to enroll students in schools outside i-h* ^ . 

17% responded favorablv to district. Only 

«'vorably to this question and some of these responses were 
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The second pa„ of thU study dealt .1th the relative l.porta„ca of the 
fetors parents .l.ht consider In selecting a school for their so 
a htar. The factors used m this stud, .ere those used In the l„o Phi 

Oallup poll, .he poll as.ed respondents to Indicate t ^^ree 

ttrarr::: - - 

'° vary Important." The tollclng Is a listing of these 
..elve factors In the order of Lportance hased upon the responses to the 

1. Quality of the teaching staff. 

2. Maintenance of student discipline, 

3. Curriculum (i.e.. the courses offered). 

4. Size of classes. 

5. Grades of test scores of the student body. 

6. success record of graduates in high school, in College, or on the 

7. Size of the school. 

8. Proximity to home. 

10 SociT^r"" ^""""^ ^and/orchestra, theater, clubs. 

10. Social and economic background of the student body. 

11. Racial or ethnic composition of the student body. 

12. Athletic program, 

in this study, each of the factors listed In thejho.it^am Oallup 

poll survey .as compared to each of the other factors. Th:;^:;;^;: as. d 

to Pick the «st Important In each of the pairings This o 7 

ran. order of Lportance of the twelve fact . ' 

tne twelve factors considered. The order 

resulting from the responses of the district parents is: 

1. Grades or test scores of student body. 

2. Racial or ethnic composition of the student body. 

3. Proximity to home. 
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?Sea?er"JJSif: ^^"^^"^^ ^^ch as band/orchestra. 

5. Athletic program. 

6. Curriculum (i.e., the courses offered). 

7. Social and economic background of the student body. 

8. Size of the school. 

9. Size of classes. 

IriTt^irol' °' ^"'^"^^^ ^" ^i^h school, incollege. 
U. Maintenance of student discipline. 
12. Quality of teaching staff. 

The two top ue.s on the Ph^t^j<^ Gallup poU survey - 
each.. 3ta.. a„. .a.tenance o. stu.ent ...pUne- .e. the e . 

-eve., that ou. su.ve. the. .a. o„I. „a...al aUce.„.hXe a.„e.e 1 
e .a.„uu.e o. .^o.tance o. the „t.t seven Ue.. „ shou.. aUo t 

that on.. .te» .cu.t.c.u^.. teUtes to educational pto..a.s .n the uZ 

seven ranked factors. 

The demographic data analysis reveals t-h;,f 

y 5. reveals that among males and females both 

chl d.en. «o.en apparently place .ore emphasis on -extracurricular 
activities.., ..curriculum., an. -athletics- than .1. the .en m the sample o. 
epon.e„ts. On the other hana, the .ale respondents assl^ea the -,uallt. of 
the teachln, staff- a greater decree of Lportance that did the fe.ale 

college experience and those with no college experience were observed 
Ran.-orderl„, of the Importance of the twelve choice factors by parents 
Of Children In kindergarten depended upon the pro.ra. m which their chlldr 
ere enrolled. Parents of children In the all da. pro.ra. ranked -Orades a 
St scores- .ost l.portant. Parents with students In the alternating da, 
Pro.ra. ranked the school's -success record- as .ost Important 

Parents of fourth and fifth grade student, were very sLUar m their 
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responses, although the parents of t-h. 

— z 2 r:i;:r:: ^-^-^ 

this order. °^«"«>: ProBram reversed 

^-^"-^ t» no .ajor differences 



Conclusion 



--'^ " -::^:.::::;:r::::: nr r'°" - 

Of responses the opinion surve. p o „ 

suggests a relatively low ^""-^-^-ates recent national studies and 

- ^"ot.:: ::LT::::::rr "^^ - ^-^^^ - 

"^ellHood that parents will exercise rl.t " 

m other districts. transfer students to schools 

If parents do elect t-o t.,.-, ^ 
^ata suggests that s e a Z " """"^ " """^ 

school Chosen, the 210 °" """^ ^ ^ 
The data would see. to d L k "^"''""^ " 

so.e.nat dlfferen f a t °^ """" 

.-Pings win vV 1 :r: r'""" - 

airterent Informational needs ;,q 
options. ^ ^^^y "review choice 



IV 



in a Midwestern Suburban School Di a t^^^^^^^^^ 
Last Spring, 1991, with the permission of 

...... —"rr, : — 

the findings fro. that surx-ey " ^ ^^-O" 

.-.catea that cu..c„X« an. .ocat. """" 
Berla. Henderson, s Rioux l„o, „ considerations <Ba.ber. 

recent GaUup PoU coji / """"'"^ '"^ a 

vjaxxup foil commissioned by the Ph^ n^i*. 

the teachlnr staff- and ".a, , aU^it^JSiEMD. included .,uaUty of 

-"^-ed ::: i:::::nra;:i:~^^^ --^ 
"-t .od.. and -athietic .o_. as r; i:::::;""'"'"^"" °^ 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

6. 

7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 



Table 1 

Factora Involve d in School Choice 

siccSs°reJo?5 of°^?fH°^'^^^^"^«"^ body. 

Slzi" 0° of the Job.'" '^'^^ ^^^-1' 

Size of school. 

Proximity to home. 

'^-d/orcheatra. 

fac1a^\re?S„°rc^\p^^&^^^^ 

Athletic program. or the student body. 



The factors Of schooZ choice used in the Kappan study (Table 1 



) provided 
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" «tudy reported here. 

Procedural? 



-hoox cHo.ce used .He sa.e z lcr"'"" "'""""^ 
-oweve., .,e.e. .He J:^;""" '"^ -e 

.e. co..e.e. e.cH ^.o V irilV-^'^ "^"^ " 

important at all" to "verv . '"^^ ^^^^^ ""°t 

-ere designed to evaluate parents' o„l < ^''-"Intendent. tHat 

options. =°"«"">» various scHool-cHolce 

<mm. In organizing the survey .e ■ 
Questions first. tHen followed tHese .lt^ -P-l^endenfs five 

«-ss tHe Importance of each of tHe 12 sch 

constructing tHls second section """"'-""^ factors. :„ 

the metHod of pair-comparisons In licH 7nZ " ^ ^ 

-tors .ere presented along „i., tH „s „ Z"""" ^ 

school." The method of pair comn . ^ ^^^^d to a particular 

o-er metHods of oHtalnlng ran. orleZ 'l,^:""^ '"-"^ " 

- easy to administer, tHe e l " rr /T"- ^^"^ 
ordered along a scale tHat Has d ''''"K 
unldlmenslonal,. tHus, not only'iVl "'^"'"'"""^ Properties (interval and 
t-s Of importance; Hut tH ougH "^""^ " ""^ - 

co.Pared to lower ranged factors (Edwards. 2 I ::/?" 

cautionary note Is m order Ho ""Hford. 1,36. ,954). a 

Obtained only wHen tHe numH^r ofZZ T''""' """"" 

- --^ or more HelngllZ it'^^ir ""^ ' 
tHe derived ran.s can He unrellaHle. U wi VT " " 
- - -terpretlng tHe results of Z u y"""^"' 
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In analyzing the dsta 

8 tne data, we computed frequencie«? ;,nH ,s 
responses for each of th. <l"encies and percentages of 

eacn of the five questions concernine th« „ . 
options, and we u<,pH . cerning the various choice 

nd we used a computer program supplied by Br.dfo . . 

Schriesheim (1990) of the University of Mia.i The T 

^or each of the parental choice factors '""^ ""^'^"^^ 

3_ distances of importance ^l^Z^^^ ^ 

^^3Eie. The school district offers flv. . 
configurations. °^ P^'^^"^^^ choice 

fL5H|?frfiS7'"RoyIiJj|/^?hoi^°^ among an all-day program 
|f§5^^ierSltrST;„|r5"^"S V' "> students who 

Our ...Pie included parents of students froe three of thes . 

the kindergarten pro.ra.s. the Crades 4 and 5 J! -"«^"'*ons: 

school Choice area, m addition / '"^ 

and fifth traders l„ re ^ °^ ""^^^ ^-"H 

the Choice a.ea ^"^ ""^-^ outside 

The numbers of parents sampled from o.^k 
and percentage, of respondents a J 

-Me. « included all pare« ' tu e T i" " " " ^" 

n ^ parents f students in the all-day-everv-dav 

kindergarten program, and the Grades 4 and . 

numbers of parents who . ^^^^^^ 

parents who responded to our qm^,^ 

inconsistent with other survey, o V """"^ 

all. 250 surveys were re tur3 h . 

returned by April 2. i,„. 
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Table 2 



Kindergarten Sam£le_ Resfionse Percent 
All day, every day 

Half day. every day ^0 loO.OO 

Half day, alternat^ days i^g 18.18 

Grade 4 ^^'^^ 
Regular Program 

Magnet Program fO 24 30.00 

" 20 31.75 



Grade 5 



Regular Program 
Magnet Program 



21 24.71 



High School 



^2 20 27.78 



Choice Area 

Non-choice Area Jf2 32 21 35 

— ________ 38 25.33 



all the parents In the all da 

lo.. ^^^^ »" disproportionately 

The respondents to the survey ,er, h<.. ,u 

C-ographlc Characteristics as 2 ''"^^""^^ '"'ous 

i-ctisrics as shown In Table 3 Rv i 

respondent could be described as a .arrled .hit, . "° 

»ith a high school dlplo.a and oft ""^ °' *° 

^ad both parents UymV Z' 17' ^""^^ 

co«blned mcce bet„ en o ' ^ " ^ 
between $30,000 and $60,000. 

Resulta 

OEtion.8 conc erning srhnm ^v ,^^^^ 

n-berr^;^^;;;;;^!^ ''^^ ^long with the 

t^ercentages of responses of th^ 7«;n ^, 

are given m Table 4. ^ "^^^""^"^^ ^ survey 



Table 3 

Demographic Characteristics of the Sample Respondent 



. N 

Gender 

Male 53 
Female 176 
TOTAL 229 



Race 

White 223 

Black 2 

Hispanic 2 

Asian 2 

Other 0 

TOTAL 229 

Education 

Did not Grad 10 

H.S. Grad 73 

Some College 75 

College Grad 40 

Graduate Col 15 

Masters Deg. 16 

Doctors Deg. 3 

TOTAL 232 

Head of Household 



N 

Age 

21-30 25 

31-40 138 

41-50 63 

51-60 5 

TOTAL 231 

Marital Status 

Single 4 

Divorced 30 

Widowed 2 

Married 194 

TOTAL 230 



Both parents 


184 


80. 


00 


Single 


35 


15. 


22 


Legal Card. 


3 


1. 


30 


Other 


8 


3. 


48 


TOTAL 


230 


100. 


00 



% 

23.14 
76.86 
100,00 



97.38 

• 87 
.87 
.87 

• 00 
100.00 



4^31 
31^47 
32^33 
17^25 
6^47 
6^90 
1.29 
100^00 



Time in District 

1-5 years 
6-10 years 
11-15 years 
Over 15 yrs. 
TOTAL 



63 
51 
42 
75 
231 



Employment 

Unemployed 41 18,81 

Semi-skilled 16 7 , 34 

Service 17 7,80 

Skilled 45 20,64 

Professional 99 45 • 41 

TOTAL 218 100,00 



Number of Children 

One 36 

Two 104 

Three 68 

Four 22 

Five 2 

TOTAL 232 



% 

10,82 
59.74 
27.27 
2,16 
100,99 



1,74 
13,74 
,87 
84,35 
100,00 



Income 






< $10,000 


18 


8.11 


$10K - $20K 


20 


9.01 


$20K - $30K 


32 


14.41 


$30K - $40K 


48 


21.62 


$40K - $50K 


40 


18.02 


$50K - $60K 


13 


16.67 


> $60,000 


27 


12.16 


TOTAL 


222 


100.00 



27.27 
22.08 
18.18 
32.47 
100.00 



15.52 
44.83 
29.31 
9.48 
.86 
100.00 



The response to question 1, concerning the awareness that the district' 
School Board was in the process of developing policies on student transfers 
within and outside the school district yielded a favorable response from 54% 
of the respondents. However, since 50% of the respondents surveyed were 
selected from those families who had exercised some choice option within the 
district, the size of the negative response is significant. The negative 
response was lowest among parents of high school students. 



The second question „,s one that is typlc.lly as.ed in choice opinion 

ZT 'T" """"" " " - 

tneir home dlstriri-ow 

district. The response was overwhelmingly positive with 87% of 

the respondents answering in the affirmative Th<. 

ainrmatlve. This response is very similar 
to those obtained in other opinion surveys. 

The response pattern was very different when the parents were asked "Do 
you feel students who live in neighboring districts should be allowed to 
attend district schools," Only 37-. of the parents replied with a "yes" and 
some Of these qualified their "yes" response to include only students who paid 

ition. others who answered in the affirmative Indicated that they would 
limit such attendance to students with special needs. 

T::e next question was. "If allowed, would you enroll your child In a 
school. Within the tdistrlctj. other than the school your child attends" 
Less than one-fourth ,22-.) of the parents responded with "yes." This is 
Similar to the 2S.. affirmative response to a li.e question on the recently 
reported national study done by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 
Teaching (Olson. l„2,. The 22, "yes" response Is In sharp contrast to the 
87, Who indicated that students should be allowed to attend any school within 
their home district. In the comments section of this question, one respondent 
noted probably not. but would li.e having the option," Having the option and 
using the option appear to be two separate things. 

Other respondent comments expressed support for neighborhood schools 
There were comments to the effect that the school the child would attend had 
been a major factor In the selection of the home. This may be the ultimate 
committment to choice, other comments raised questions about transportation 
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Table 4 

f^jfjfict] City Schools 
Parent Choice Survey 



the 



134 5« 116 icx 

' £o°.rSif|?lc.%— - allowe. to atten. any school within their 

High school parents 12% 

TOTAL 83% 11 17.^ 

3 87% 31 1 

• ^??en'rfoL^?^!-? I^Soilr? -^-^^-^"^ ^^stricts should be allowed 

Kindergarten parents ||^ g^f J2 Ss cJded 

4/5th parents ii |3% 66 66% "T" ^^-^ 

Hl.J^school parents | 3^' 1 , 

4 " 152 61X 5 2 

■ ''■-"tSr^i.-f --ll^,our^chna 1„ a toist.lctJ Sc.ool ot.er 

V4^j Yes •/ w Unde- 

Hlg school parents ^ 3^^^ J|« 1 1 

, „ 55 22X 183 ?3% I 5 

= ■ ILli'Aitii ,our cMM in a school outside the 

Hlch school parents i| ^5',' I7 ^2'? 2 ' 

- " 17X 202 81» 3 1 



and the cost-^>( transportation. Still oth., 

— .o.d .n.„enceirnr::rc::r„rr 

question evoked more comments than .n. 

cuuunents than any other question. 
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The final question, "if niomd »»u1h „ 
out,«e the school CDls»lct„.. evo^e^ ^ ->-^ 

°f the pa.ents answered ".es" to thl 

favorable {only iiy .f^. . question. The response was least 

students, soj t hol 7 " " - --e 

3Peclal p.o.ta.s a J e^ '"^""^^ ''^^ ^ 

' ^" school district 

An overall review of th^ ^^szrict. 
cview ot the responses reveaiprf a o*. 
--01 the Child attends, and to the school d t i t Z " 
to Influence the parents' derf.^ attitude appears 

-01 parents .ere sol: Jr ^^r^ """^ ^^^^ 

-.e other school l„ the district '"'^^ 
"Jorlty would not. ^ significant 

^-'-^^^^^^^^^^^^WZr:^^ an..orderln,3 of the twelve 

-spondents. and for various su..rouln.s r?! " 

-ch Of the tahles. the ordering of the "a 

preferences ,lven by the total 1 . ""'''"^ 

instance, "grades or te t "'P-^-ts. l„ .able 5. for 

..portent b. th tota rou^"? ^ 

-tor was assl Jd TraToVrtr"""^ 

- — r; r 

assigned a rank of 2- «rH o ^ factor was 

ut and so on. Tahio c oi 

-ctors fro. the Kappan article for colparlson " """"^^ " 

to&^Sn£^^^iJha_total_^ Whereas "quality of th 
and ■ maintenance of student discipline" were < 

i^stud.. these two factors we L ^"""^ 
school b. the district parents On t . """" " ^-""""^ ' 

co-Posltlon Of the student J." L drirattr^^ "^^^ 
-Portance In the ^tud, was ranged ne iV t 1 T T " 

patents. "Extracurricular activities" and th a 1 " 
tated .ore Important b. the district .roup thl t e "rT:::" '"l 

y cne parents responding to 
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the !SaEEan.study. On the other hand, -size of 
record Of graduate. ,n oVoTrV" 
X.porta„t h, parents of d.str.ct stude.! " 
The method we u<5pH ^ i 
evaluate the .a..tud of^ r^^^^^^^^ ^ ^ -o»ed . to 

«er. Of standard drtrrt : 'Z^Z ^"^^"^^ 
into account, the decree of difference In , 

tended to be ,...te s.aU even thouT . '° ^'^^^^ 

considered ^l^nlflcantl/J r^^^^^^^^^^^ — - 

other .ords. vhUe ".rades or tel lowest-ranked factors. :„ 

r:- — - ^t-" :::::: - 

-«erentlatlon between -.ra es o Ht """"^ 

oo^Posltlon. or between "st Jnt djc ZriVr " ""'^ 

- -ct. in ter. of ..itudes of l J 1 ^ 

between "grades or tP.,^ difference In Importance 

,:r:;.r •-- - ~ "r.? 

ces. the preferences themselves might be so 
differences m the oref... ^° "^^^e the 

the preferences more apparent than real 

^^^^^^^^^i^^^^i^-^^Sder.^^ While the., 

respondents (176) toTT^TTT "^""^ ^"°"eh female 

-""r=. - reJtrrs^xt - 

" - - —tin. thelrlslJTrsV IT ""^^ ^"""^^ 

respondents with at J-«-ewise, the large number of 

neld conslste 1 " T - 

cone.e e^perle ce n !" " "o 

(83, allows for Inconsistency In their rankings of the 

^The technical detanc 
^^nirrtl.^^^^^^^^^^^^ -res for 

and Guilford (igll?''^ "^^^"^^ to the treatSeJjl^^lveiS'in^Edwardf nSs^^' * 
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tutors Of school Choice. Novertheloss the , 

urged to exercise prudence m 



Table 5 



Test Scores i 

Racial Comp. o i ^ 

Close to Home 3 3 ^ 

Curriculum / 

E't'currlcular 5 ? ^ 

Athletics 6 il * 

Student SES 7 

School Size 8 7 

Class Size ? 10 8 

Success Rec'rd 10 

Discipline li ft 10 

Teaching Staff 12 ? H 



4 



12 





No Col. 


Kafiean 






1 

2 
3 


1 
4 
6 


5 
11 
8 


4 
5 
6 


2 
3 
5 


3 
9 
12 


7 
8 
9 


8 
9 
10 


10 
7 
4 


10 
11 

12 


7 
11 
12 


6 
2 
1 



Interpreting the results for males 

-on. males a„. females, ho h ere iTa 
— - choosln. schools for thelj i LrZ" " 



Only minor difference.! ir, 
experience an. those .1th n c 1 le ellTIn"'^" ^ 

cases of the total group of observed. As In the 

- - —noes r::oir~^^^ "~ - --^ -^-s 

rank orderlngs .ere not Interpretable t ^" 
and ethnic composition- .as ranked great r """" """" 

greater In Importance than "curriculum," in 
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terns of their actual scaled values the. could he 
^.Po„a„t. si.iiatl„ .hue "curtlcui:/ . IT:'"'" """'^ 
ethnic exposition. a.o„. the non-colle,. ed ca ted ^"^ 
values of the preferences the two fact °' '"'^^ 

-o".^ the ran.ln,s of these t I fa o JV"' 

respondents, the fact that the t.o f,ct "'° ^"'"■'^ 

^^-"^ i°P-tant in hoth 

uot any interpretation of th*. 

Choice factors tZ^^^^^r^JZl ^ ^ '"""^"^ °^ 
and 5 are given In Table 6- and h Kindergarten and m Grades 4 

^ - -or3 parents Z:^' 

chna .Offered .ependin. upon the .in. r. ar „ " ' ^^^^ 

were enrolled. "<Jergarten program m which their children 

Table 6 

"s"cto»=e°//eyfyr-i^^^^ 



J!actoi 



Test Scores 
Racial Comp. 
Close to Home 

Eit'currlcular 

Athletics 

Curriculum 

Student SES 
School Size 
Class Size 

Success Rec'rd 
Discipline 
Teaching Staff 



■^^-LJ^a2_ l/2_Ever2 ,1/2 Alt 



7 
9 

6 

10 
8 
4 

3 
5 
2 

1 
12 
11 



2 
4 
5 

8 
3 
6 

7 
9 
10 

1 

n 

12 



Grades 4 & 5 
SSffliiar _Magnet 



1 
3 
2 



6 
8 
9 

7 
11 
12 



1 
2 
3 

5 
12 
6 

11 
8.5 
9 

8.5 
10 
4 



1 
2 
3 

4 
5 
6 

7 
11 
8 

9 
12 
10 



Whereas parents of children 1„ the all d.v 

-es. .St .portant. parents .1 ZZJ^ZJTT^'' 
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while parents of children In the all 

Prcra., assigned little Importance t a"'?"" -^-''ay-ever.-aa, 
- alternating da. proj ra nl t. at ~ 
««erences 1„ ran.-orderl„,3 e.lated It a LT 

»ay not be Important. ' «aaons given previously. 

The only mterpretable differences between the , 
«e„ by parents of fourth- and fifth grader " 
the magnet programs were that the """""^ '""^^ 

— ^ high in importa T Ir f"""^ ~ 

— nt. While for the magnet .ro^pl rseT:!::^"'" ^^^"'"^^ 



Table 7 



Test Scores , ~ 

Racial Comp. f 3 

Close to Home I 1 

^ 4 
Ext'Currlcular i 

Athletics ^ 7 

Curriculum J 6 

Student SES ^ 

School Size o 5 

Class Size „ 8 

9 

Success Rec'rd m 

Discipline 10 

Teaching staff ,0 H 

12 



Among parents of high school students dlff. 
Of the Choice factors were observed for h 't ^"^^^ " -.-orderlngs 

-ce area>. .g.„. the d fe e 1^^^^^^^^^^^ ^^^^^^ ^ ^ 

values Of importance .ere not great enoug tl IT"""^ ^ ^""^ 

be meaningful, m both groups "grades ^^^^^rences m rankings to 

groups grades or test scores " 
composition." "curriculum." and "extr. . ^'^"'^ 

and extracurricular activities" tended to be 
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Important factors m chooslne schon, 

Con£lsijIojj3 " '-Portance. 



This study was undertaken I„ an .ff„ . 
xnfo™ ,oUcy „.ardl„, schooX choice „ 1 T 

«'e questions concerning various choice o^ '"^ " 
P«-ts. Philosophical feelings and th 7 ' 
parents appeared to want choice In , , 

unlikely to use It. ^« children, they 

poiitic7s:rU:r!:::teT:: — . - 

t-e prerogatives of the district's ad.1 , , inclusions. These are 

^ravm, conclusions fro. the flndl/ """" ^"""tlon. m 

not to ..interpret the rll""'"^^ "^^-^ ^ - 

For Instance, the fart- ^-k 

- "-a.. Of the teaching s^ f! a::;:"^"" - 
««rdl„. their choice of school for th cZ^"" " '^""""^ 
-Utrlctwlde feelln, of satisfaction t „ ^ 
3-ff and the .anner l„ .hlch they hand , IT " 

the teachers In the district are °" 
— n. staff, would not h e ect^dZr "'-"^ ^ 

- -hools. on the other hand, -jal an T 7" " ' '''' " 
'° "P-^^ly-otlvated. typically .Iddle-class """" 

Characteristics given m Table 2 it wo M """" ^-o.raphlc 

m this description rather wel Zrit^: ^ '° 
been unexpected that these l„d,v,^ , " "'"^"'^y not have 

.^Portant. '"""'""^^^ --^er -grades and test scores" 
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